
Attachment 1A: Results of Community Interviews 
(Issues/Audiences Matrix)

Ballard, Enoch Valley and Henry (P4) Mines Community Involvement Plan, 2010

Issue 
ID

Issue/Concern SummaryIssue Category Agency Mining 
Industry

Tribes Elected 
Officials - 
state/local

Elected 
Officials 
-federal

Private Interest 
Groups

Agency actions

10 Continuing mine operations or opening new mines during cleanup (agencies 
should not allow mines to expand until previous areas have been cleaned up.)

15 Confusion over area-wide vs. site-specific approach

29 Misplaced priorities: failure of some agencies to put the public or natural 
resources ahead of the mining companies; need trustees to advocate on the 
behalf of natural resources and interpret data in an impartial manner

32 Lack of overall leadership among the agencies (conflicting jurisdictions have 
resulted in a lack of direction). Lead agencies should be allowed to lead, and 
the support agencies should support, not try to lead.

38 Past conflict among agencies (especially between DEQ and EPA) about who 
was in charge, which has slowed progress and left stakeholders reluctant to 
contact them.

45 Lack of CERCLA experience of some Forest Service personnel; FS staff 
turnover. (Bringing new or inexperienced staff up to speed slows progress.)

46 Perceived agency indecision and inaction (mining companies need a clear 
path forward, which the agencies need to provide). Agencies have not done 
their job.

49 Failure of Tribes to fulfill their responsibilities promptly, which has resulted in 
delays (need for time limits on review)

67 Agency responsiveness to public concerns (generally cooperative, positive, 
open)

69 Distrust of various agencies for various reasons: they have politicized 
cleanup, acted in an adversarial manner, dismissed locals' opinions, given 
incompetent direction, and/or not cooperated with each other
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71 Confusing messages from the agencies: Slow pace of project gives the 
perception that selenium is not a serious concern. If it were, the pace would 
be quicker.

75 Failure of agencies to conduct required public involvement and 
communication (and/or provide feedback about past public involvement and 
communications activities)

83 Perceived lack of respect for landowners' property rights, work schedules, 
and feelings (on the part of the agencies).

96 Retribution against agency employees who try to speak honestly about 
mining contamination issues (transfers, threats)

99 Agencies may be afraid to endorse new mining BMPs; if new practices do not 
work, the agencies will be blamed for the failure.

Blackfoot River impacts

4 Water quality and fish habitat in the Blackfoot River and tributaries; 
cumulative impacts on the Blackfoot River; mining may not be feasible if 
action not taken

28 Need for prompt, significant cleanup action in the Blackfoot watershed so 
mines can continue to operate in the future

CERCLA process

3 Possibility of listing by EPA

18 Stigma associated with CERCLA/Superfund actions in the community

Contamination

14 Impacts from contaminated vegetation and/or waste to livestock health, 
especially sheep and horses, who are more susceptible to negative effects 
from too much selenium; livestock dealths
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25 High concentrations of releases at/near the Conda site

41 Potential impacts, including contaminants other than selenium such as 
cadmium

81 Ponds located at mine sites: what is their function, what happens to the waste 
water and contamination?

87 Human health impacts among mine employees, those who work farms and 
ranches, hunt and fish near the mine sites and then eat wildlife and fish.

92 Purchase of more and more land by mining companies to hide contamination 
(restricting grazing and access prevents public from seeing widespread 
contamination that is visible from the air)

Cost of cleanup

7 Cost vs benefit: high cost of cleanup given low level of contamination

26 Costs associated with cleanup of huge waste piles

Data/data quality

1 Substantial data gaps, or conflicting data and conclusions, as to what the real 
risk is -- especially the ecological risk and impacts on fish populations

21 Inadequate/incomplete analysis of water impacts (fails to consider role of 
organics and colocated metals, which can affect selenium readings)

27 Need for more/better data about the connection between groundwater and 
surface water in the area, as well as the dynamics of water and soil and 
selenium concentrations.

50 Data gaps, but retain usable data; do not start over
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60 Need for access to clear and accurate environmental data to support 
educated decisions.

Ecology

13 Potential for the area to become single use (mining only) over time if pre-
mining uses suffer; potential negative impacts on recreation and tourism if 
fish and game habitats are affected

Groundwater

12 Groundwater contamination: lack of data, concern about its contamination 
because it is much harder to treat, concerns about well safety.

Lack of progress

2 Perceived lack of progress and slow pace of cleanup, which give the 
impression that agencies are not doing their jobs and/or caused 
environmental interest groups to get involved

17 Lack of progress in cleanup, which has allowed contamination to continue

Mining company actions

16 Lack of success with voluntary cleanup proposals made by mining companies 
so far (not substantive and have resulted in delays)

24 Disconnect between words and actions on the part of the mining companies

37 Past history of ineffective working relationship between mining company and 
regulators (some due to contractor issues, which have been addressed)

64 Positive perception of mining companies' cleanup efforts among local 
communities

68 Mining company responsiveness to public concerns (generally positive)
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80 Failure on part of mining companies to provide any feedback to residents who 
have allowed them to collect data on their property.

84 Perceived lack of respect for landowners' property rights, work schedules, 
concerns and feelings (on the part of the mining companies).

93 Efforts by mining company management to conceal the scope of the 
selenium problem in the region

98 Mining companies have acknowledged past practices and mistakes and have 
an interest in moving on.

Political factors

91 Perception that pro-mining bias and/or conflicts of interest in Idaho state 
government have prevented DEQ from doing its job.

94 Failure of the federal government over the last eight years to enforce 
compliance with CERCLA and other environmental regulations.

95 Retribution against agency employees who try to speak honestly about 
mining contamination issues (transfers, threats)

Potential job/financial loss

6 Potential loss of mining jobs if contamination is not addressed promptly

39 Land values: sale of ranches and subsequent subdivision is bad for the land, 
but large acreages are hard to sell to wealthy purchasers if near a CERCLA 
site

47 Importance of continuing operations to clean up (if companies cannot make 
money, they cannot support cleanup)

79 Company town syndrome -- employees and vendors are careful about what 
they say publicly.

85 Area-wide financial losses from land and grazing restrictions, livestock 
deaths, and reduced recreation, winter sports, hunting/fishing, and multi-use.
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Public information

20 Inconsistent public information (confusion about conflicting information being 
put out by the agencies and the mining companies)

33 Lack of public understanding: of longer term impacts on ecology (low risk of 
health impacts reduces perception of urgency); of positive vs. negative 
impacts of selenium

40 Media sensationalism vs. balance (Idaho State Journal vs Caribou County 
Sun)

42 Lack of a clear understanding of risks associated with selenium 
contamination on the part of the public

48 Inadequate public information -- especially in affected communities: lack of 
facts, contact information, transparency, easily accessible information 
repository (AR/IR should be electronic)

52 Lack of public understanding of the CERCLA process, associated time 
frames and industry work to remedy past problems/prevent future ones.

57 Best tools for reaching stakeholders: regular monitoring reports, internet site 
with project documents, listservs, videos, interviews/briefings, kiosk/open 
house at library, regular factsheets and other concise written information on 
key developments

58 National Mining Association studies (do not get public attention)

59 Separate information repository for Shoshone Bannock Tribes

63 Good mining company public communications (Monsanto has an effective 
public relations/communication campaign; Agrium is improving)

65 Media outlet credibility: Caribou County Sun has the most credibility of media 
serving the community.
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66 Mining employees' expertise (they understand risks and share information 
with community)

72 Public does not understand why the EE/CA process was not adequate to 
address the problem. Perception is that the change from EE/CA  to RI/FS is 
to cover agencies' liability or involvement in a mismanaged project.

73 Information bias: media representatives "spin" the news to attract customers.

74 Loss of mining company transparency (used to be more open with public; 
now will not say anything unless it has been cleared in advance by 
management

76 Fear on the part of industry and agencies that information they make public 
will be used against them

77 Lack of accountability to the public on the part of agencies and industry (The 
best thing they could do would be to get negative news out to the public 
faster.)

78 Need for regular status reports in laymans' terms identifying the PRP, lead 
agency, latest selenium readings, planned actions, and cleanup timetable

89 Positive effect resulting from environmental interest group involvement in 
mine cleanup: both mining companies and agencies are providing more and 
better information to local stakeholders, who previously had few facts.

Stakeholder relationships

5 Lack of communication/cooperation among groups with conflicting interests 
(mining, tribes, ranchers, etc.)

8 Value conflicts: local stakeholders vs. new landowners from other parts of the 
country who may have environmentalist values or are concerned about 
property investments

9 Church relationships - mine managers often have positions of leadership in 
the church; regular employees may feel uncomfortable expressing opposing 
views in public settings
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22 Lack of public participation/outreach, which has: caused groups to become 
polarized; left stakeholders in the dark; ignored the rights and interests of 
potentially affected stakeholders.

34 Danger of litigation, with courts making the decision. Parties (mines, 
agencies, and other stakeholders) need to work together to resolve these 
issues in a reasonable way for the good of everyone.

35 Uncoordinated start to cleanup in the 90s with little progress, which led to 
polarization

62 Good community relations on the part of the mining companies (they work 
with the communities and keep elected officials and residents informed)

70 Lack of effort on the part of the agencies to involve local residents in 
outreach, planning (i.e., sampling/work plans, document reviews) and/or 
decision making.

86 Perceived unfair behavior on the part of mining company employees, who 
create bad community relationships by hunting and fishing on mine site 
property where other residents do not have access.

88 Community concerns over increasingly limited sportsmans' acess due to 
mining and mine contamination/cleanup

97  Need to balance environmental protection with the need for jobs in the region.

Surface water

11 Concerns about safety of surface water downstream from mines for irrigation 
and livestock watering.

19 Contamination of water systems and soils in the Smoky Canyon area, 
especially in western Wyoming

Technical approach

30 Inconsistent technical approach (technical teams need guidance and area-
wide direction)
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31 Best available technologies (employ BAT for cleanup and treatment; consider 
treatability studies and passive treatments)

Tribal issues

36 Tribal concerns about use of trust lands (ensure decisions are protective and 
mindful of Tribal interests)

Vegetation/grazing impacts

23 Impacts on ability of ranchers to graze livestock; grazing restrictions

82 Impacts on vegetation in areas where livestock graze.

Visual/aesthetic impacts

90 Negative impacts of strip mining on environmental aesthetics in the Caribou 
Highlands (Mining has ruined the scenery, which should be restored.)
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